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Grant Mo. OEG-0-72-2558 was»oayvarded for the period May .1 , 1972, to 
April 30, 1974. A no-cost extension 'was granted February 25,- 1974, to 
extend the arant period to December 31, 1974. This research program is 
a continuation of v/ork begun under grant Mo. 0-TD340, OEG-0-70, 3347, which 
covered the period May 1, 1970, to. June 30, 1972. The project has had ^ . 
three major objectives: ' • 

' K An , intensive study of organizational and group::S.tructural 
factors influencing the research and teaching effectiveness of 
ind-fvidual faculty members and their relations to students. 

' Research investigating* the effect of academic area and tech- 
nology on organizational structure'snd functions in effective and 
ineffective departments. ° , 

3. A cross-institutional' study of academic institutions involving 
large and small, private and public colleges and universities, as 
v/elT as community colleges. ' - . . 

The project has produced ten technical reports-^ six of v/hich have sub- 
sequently been published in. journals. In addition, ^a masters thesis is 
nearly completed and' another technical report is in draft form;, a summary 
of the results is included in- this final report.- Also , three, papers 
based on our findings have been presented at Western Psychol bgical Associ^a- 
tion meetings, and one paper vvas presejpted at the American Psychological 
Association meetings. cr^. 

The research falls into two major ccitegories: 1) University of 
Washington studies, and 2) community cpl lege studies. 

University of Washington Study 

A number of analyses were conducted on data gathered by questionnaires 
administered to a random sample of the faculty o'f the University of Wash-, 
ington; 287 'questionnai res (70%) were returned. The sample included 
■faculty with rank of instructor and above from 38 departments. 

V ■ 

Allen'^ and Biglan -(TR 72-35) completed an analysis, of the charactens- 
tics of research in different academic areas. .Anumber of distinct patterns 
of collaboratio'n, influence, and use of research tools emerged. The most 
interesting finding was based upon the amount of collaboration reported 
by scholars. It indicated that the social structure' of the department may 
be an* important determinant of the characteristics of academic research, . 
and the eitent to which research as a social product differs across ^ 
academic .areas. Results of this study were presented at the Western Psy- 
chological Association meetings in Portland, May, 1972. - ^- 

•A related study by Allen (TR 72-38) examined the effects of hetero- 
geneity of research interests on the effectiveness of universfty depart- 
ments: Two aspects of Scholarly activity in the university, (a) teaching 
effectiveness at both the up-dergraduate and graduate levels, and (b) faculty-. 
satisfaotion\ v/ere .employed ais criteria. .The resuVts indicate that 




heterogeneity of research interests on the effectiveness of university 
departments is an important organizational variable. It has been shown 
to interact v/ith the chairman^s leadership -style as meqisured 15y h^is* 
•potential- influence. This' is also of consequence, in^ the cornriuni cation 
. between department chairmen and faculty and the associated 'effects of 
faculty satisfaction. Communication concerning scholarly activity \ 
. within a .department, in "soft" areas (e.g., Sociology, languages, lit- 
erature) does not seem to require a common framework as specific as that ^ 
I suggested by- commitment to a paradigm. . The 1 atter invol ves many assump- 
*x ■ tions about research methods and a particul ar orientation, as'is typical 
of scholarly activi'ty in "hard" areas (e.g.. Physics, Geology, Mathematics). 
Heterogeneity in soft ar&as reflects differences in substantive rather 
than methodological specialization, liowever, in' hard areas, a scholar 
ts more likely to subscri-be to ap^oarticular mo^iel for scholarly endeavor 
which provides him with a set of assumptions and specific orientations . 
This has been termed paradigmatic science by Kuhn.- Where colleagues in' 
a department differ with respect to the paradigm under' which they conduct 
their scholarly activities, they would'have little in common and would • 
not profit to a great extent from interaction and conmuni cation. The 
effects of heterogeneity. on communication, therefore , differs according 
to academic area in determining faculty satisfaction. 

. Allen took a' further Took at faculty satisfaction, and academic area^ 
.'V which resulted in Technical Report 73-46. This report compared academic 
areas in terms of: (a) How faculty allocate their time* to. undergraduate 
teaching, graduate training, and research; (b) how faculty rate the 
relative importance of each of these tasks; and (c) the degree to which 
faculty depend upon mechanical and. electronic equipment , computers,' 
statistics 'and mathematics. He then examined how these characteristics 
of university departments contribute to faculty satisfaction.. Tables 1, 
2, and 3 present the results. 

These. findings have implications for theories of job satisfaction 
"and provide practical -suggestions for the administration of universTty , 
^' departments. "The data suggest that th6 optimal allocation^:;bf departm'ent 
resources differs according to academic are^. In nonlife areas, for. 
example, teaching-related issues shoul d be given higher priority than, 
research. opportunity or facilities and services. The reverse i's true of 
life areas. In lii'e areas improved space, equipment, and clef^ical 
services wouldproduce a greater increment in faculty satisfaction than 
would allocation of resources to the undergraduate program. 

Two other studies were completed, although they have not as yet been 
published. In a further analysis of the University of Washington data ■• 
vJe computed the discrepancies between hours faculty menibe'PS reported they 
spent, and those they. would like to spend, on various activities (under- 
•graduate teaching and graduate teaching, research,, scholarly activities, 
professional activities). These discrepancies scores were correlated with. 
• American Council pf Education ratings of departmental performance. The. 
correlations 'indicated below are surprisingly high for this type of 
■ •. analysis, and suggest the advisability of more detailed research along this 
line. • 
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' . Table 1 

Analysis of Variance on Time spent, Importance, and Dependence 

' ' ' ' ■ " ■ * • F 

Time spent undergraduate teaching 

applied (11,28) pure (14.15) . : v '* - 4,30^'^ ^ 

life (11,12) nonlife (14.30) 5.28^ 



Time spent graduate teaching 



soft (10.21) 



hard (14.53)' 



Importance undergraduate teaching 

aife (5.49) ' jibixlife (5.97) 

Importance graduate teaching 

. applied (6.23). ' " pure (5.88) 

Importance research 

soft (5.54) hard (6.02) 

Depend on electronic, mechanical equipment, 
soft (1.51) hard (3.66) 

life (2.80) . nonlife (2.28) 

I^epend on computer 



applied (3.12) 
Depend on statistics 
applied (3.28) 
life (3.34^ " 
Depend on mathematics 
soft' (2.34) 
applied (3.26) 
life (2.69) 



pure (2.35) 

pure (2.58) 
nonlife (2.51) 

hard (3.53) 
pure (2 ,61) 
nonlife (3.19) 



11.94^* 
5.49^^ 
4.42* 

' 5.95'V 

138.47''-'= 
8.89** 

19.00''"'' 

18. 30** 
26. 00 A* 

52.47'''* 
15.47'''* 
' 9.35''"'' 



erJc 



Note: cell means are in parentheses 

* • M. = 1/286 
** £ < .01; df_ = 1/286 
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CarreTation of ACE Rating of Department with Discrepancy 
of Faculty Raport of Time Spent on Activity - Time They 
Would Like to Spend . ; . . • - 

. Undergraduate Teaching .45* 

Graduate teaching ................. .29^^ 

Res^earch . ^ - .\^--397/ 

Scholarly Activi-ty .?\.21^^^ 

Professional Activities -and Services .' . . . . . . -M3# . • • 

. i ■ • ■ \ -, ■ •. 

* p < .05 . ■ . - " • ^\ 

. # p < .10 . . . ' , \ 

. ■ ' ' • •• . ■ . \- 

Finally, we .examined the relationship between faculty satisfaction 
and performance. Measures of departmental performance were number oK 
textboo'ks,. monographs, technical reports,' book reviews , journal articles, 
and departmental standing on , the American Council on Education rating. 
Thirteen measures of faculty satisfaction were ^.incl uded ^in -a factor 
analysis which yielded three factors. , These factor scores were inter- ^ 
correlated with -'the performance criteria. A strong and consistently 
Dositive relationship emerged betv/een ACE rating and faculty satisfaction. 
However, the causal relation, is riot clear. This question ts partly. 
■ resolved by .noting zero correlations between faculty satisfaction and. 
. publication-output, This .suggests that faculty satisfaction is a J.-, 

reflection and hot a cause .of the departmental rNEiputation . ' 

■ School of i^iursinq. Data .were col lected. for a longitudinal study of 
the reorganization of the University's SchooT-'Of Nursing. These jcteta 
were collected as part of a research program being sponsored by a contract 
from the Office of' Naval ^Research. " Eighty-eight academic faculty members 
' ' • . and administrators in a total ^staff of 96 were visited in person, and a 
' questionnaire was completed while the experimenter was present and prior 
to the reorganization'. A follow-up data collection was completed^ approx- 
imately 18 months after the reorganization 'had been in effect. The 
present studies ,. however, were completed with time 1 data only. 

One study eval uated the effect of organizational structuij'e on the ■ 

■ • attitudes "and behavior of the organizational parti clpants (Rice and 

nitchell, ■1972). Measures were generated which reflect an individual's 

■ nosition in the structure' in terms of variables that generally appl'y in 
groups and org'^ani zc.tions . These include status, influence and the. direct 

■ and indirect 1 inkages between-persons in a network of interactions. The 
' contribution of the study was t^/ofold: First, the indices of structure 

used v/ere new and led to an increase in. our understanding of the assess- . 
V iTient of structural variables.' Second, the results showed that those who 
' have-high status and "infl uence and who are central 1n„ a network of communi- 
cations have high satisfaction and performance. These individuals/tend to 
val ue extrinsic rewards and have a Targe number of relatively superficial 
contacts . ■ • . ' " _ 

• A study by Mitchell and Pollard (TR 73-43) alslD- on data from the 
faculty merab_ers of -the School of Nursing analyzed antecedents .of job 
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perrormance in' re rms of expectancy theory. This theory suggests thai one 
works hard because of tv/o factors:' The degree to which working hard ts - ■- 
seen as Teading. to organizational outcomes (caJ led, expectancy) and'tfie' 
va-lue of the outcomes"(called valence). Measures, of these variables were 
generated for each faculty member, and" ratings' of perfornance (by the Dean) . 
and number of publications were, used as performance criteria. The results 
supported the theory and suggested various ways in which this approach 
could be. used t.o increase the motivation of academic employees^ . • • 

. Community College Project ■ . * 

. \ ■ . . ■ 

/,A' large stu(^y of the 26 community co.lleges in th(f State of Washington 
was conducted v/.ith \the cooperation of the State Boajrd for Community Colleges 
the presidents of each- community college, the "teachers-' unions, and the 
facuUy representative from each college. Questionnaires were seat to 
(a) all a'dministrators , (b)- full and part-time faculty of the col] ecje.s 
(Samp-les of the questionnaires are included, in Appendix A) and (c)'members 
of ea^ch board of trustees for all the. colleges. . Of those approached, 
1 ,404 or 67% of the full-tirne faculty merrJ^ers responded, 443 or 71% of 
all administrators participated, including 18 of -26 college presidents 
and 57 or approximately 60% of the trustees responded, representing 19 of. 
the 22 districts. Feedback was provided to each of the 26 colleges and 
the state board (see Appendix B). • • 

■ Twenty-one qualified judges rated the effectiveness of each college on 
four performance aspects: Vocational, avocational, liberal arts" programs ,• . 
and administrative efficiency. The panel of judges consisted of the 
executive committee of community college presidents, all members of tTie 
Washington State Board for Community Col lege Education , and a pane? of deans 
of instruction, business managers, and deans of students from the colleges. 

\ The performance measures obtained were related to the discrepanc;ies 
between the actual versus the desired goals of community colleges as per- : 
ceived by the faculty members of colleges. Stepw.ise regressions between * 
p^erformance aspects and. the goal discrepancies showed, remarkable magnitude" 
suggesting they may be a valid substitute for performance f^atings of 
community colleges. Since performance ratings of^commun'ity colleges are ' 
not easily obtainable-, other researchers may .want. to adopt the use of goal/ 
discrepancies in studies of- higher education (see Table 4). All of the 
reported^coefficients are significant at the 0.005 level. The regression 
/coefficients are all negative, indicating that performance is inversely 
'related to the extent to which the actual and' the desirable goals are 
discrepant from each other. • . 

Goals and Educational Trends . A technical report by Gillo, Gold-- 
smith, and Landerholm (74-54) examined goals and educational trends in_ 
community colleges. One of the most noteworthy results of this study is 
the congruence between faculty, administration -and trustees on both actual 
TnfT^'eTerred'gGa-l^^^^ — Iha:Xt5iiisi,i.caJ indicators for congruence, rank order 
correlations between the goal structures of faculty, administrators, and 
boards, /are quite convincing. 'Actual goals of faculty and administrators 
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stepwise regression coefficients for college performance on liberal 
arts programs 



Goal Discrepancy. 

To .attract new-Ph.D.s to -college faculty 
■To provide student counseling ' , 

Stepwise . regression coefficients for college performance on ayocational 
programs ' ■ % , • ' ' ' 



Multiple r 

-.65 ^ 
-.74 ^ 



Goal Discrepancy , ■ 

Tc serve as center' for dissemination of new Ideas 
To maintai.n high student achievement - ^ 



Multiple r 
-.52 

^-.61 ^' 



Stepwise regression for co11 ege performance on vocational programs 

T, Multiple r 



Goal Discyispancy ' t, , , 

Tcr' provide programs for specific dtcupationa!^ :{ 

tra^ining ^ . 

To limit. open admissions 

Stepwise regression for administratipn efficidhcy 
GoaV Discrepancy • " 

'To attract new Ph.D.s to college faculty 
To solicit student enrollment; 



-.62 ** 
-.72 ** 



Multiple r 

-.74 ** 
>-.83 ** 
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■ correlated .93; faculty and boards , .85 ; and administrators and boards • 
cor'relatedv. 83- (air significant at the .JO] level). i;h|j^referred goal ;. 

"structure of the three groups also is rather close despite traditional 
. ■ , ": ■ claims" of discordance . The -congruence between goals of faculty and . 

administrators correlate .87; between administrators and trustees .83'; 
' •. ..^ and between faculty and trustees .'81 (all significant at' the .01 level).. ^• 

•The preferences' of all three groups, are' summarized tn Table' s. 

*■• .Goal discrepancies , i.e\ the- discrepancy, betvee.n. the actual ^ 
. ■ '" preferred rating's of aVl. goals, .are a very useful measure, of potential ^ 

-J'"; -, organizational conflict and may well help to identify tKe i Is ue^^^ 
' ■ ' greatest'importance Tor community col. -lege -change. Tab*ld;6 provides'-a 
• . - ' summary of goals v/h.ich' v/ere most arid- least discrepant within th^e system. 

. It appears .^th-at more emphasis 'shpul d. be placed on increasing the comp-eten'ce * 
' -v^ 'of instructors and facilitating interdepartmental communication . , Thfe 
v"- .recognition .of this underemphasis may be .a general characteristic of . * • . 
, .community colleges or a f unction 'of' ti;!e relative newness of the system ■ " 
'"■\ - . \/ \ * ' und,er study, r', Less emphasis , according^to. these'' data,, should be plciced. J 

on ■academic- and remedialtveduGation.progn^ms. ' Interestingly-, , they belong " ^ - 
•• "\to the traditional core of -community col lege: tasks . .. The former may reflect 
^"•Ihe. realization. that other-options .e)(ist -^c^iibtain, lower division: course ' 
'work-; the Telfti.vely small percentagg- of sttil^ntS' who actual ly 'transfer 
- ,;t6 four-year fJistitutions;, 'the imtiiedi ately attainable occupational rewards " ^ 

'•'■•available upon- cpmpTetion' of community college' experience*; and. t]ie.J ack 
' , of appreciation ■showj^-. by ^four-y,ear institutions for thevsupport p.mvided 
- ^ - "by community colleges. . ■ • 

' . " >i * > . " ' . - ' ' ■ ■ \ ■-; ' * - •. 

■. Finally, some comparisions betv/een community col leges and- uni vers i - 

" ties were .made.'-' Typi-cally,' the 'role of -communi ty col leges is defi-ned-^as ' ' . 
doing all those ^.things' that uni versS' ties- either cannot or will not d6. ' 
/ 0 ur." data suggests: that the fc 'are now defining a unique program area ^ 

of their own: A;q1 ear, preference ^f or v^^^^^ defiance *oi^ • 

' ..pressures for #bpeasing^ lower div^ision libe.raT arts coursev;ork. ^ • ^ 

" ^...Several additional 'differences .Appeared; '^Ine most striking concerns:-- 
- the^attitude towards students. "While, universities prefer to deal wi th_,^ ;^ , 

■ cultivating thei r intellectual abili ties , com'ffiUnity colTegres stress devclr-,. 
" '"V'opment of the students-* potenti al which permits them 'to put' their abilities, ' 

tiD^ al^iiost immediate use. Further, the two systems see. the instructor's ' 
role quite di fferently;. whije university facul ti^'^see, thei r insti-tutions ^ • .■■ . 
as' prime ihstruments Tor the^ dissenjiriatibn oT new" ideas, college- faculty 
judge-their in'Sti tutions to be poorly adapted-'for this" cause'. . " ^' . 

. ' *. - ' • At the organizatTona.l Tevel ,' universities validate their efforts and 
/ goals with those of other^jni versi'-ties (a closed system) , as evidenced by ; 
the periodical peep. evaVuatiO;n sponsored by' the American Council for- 
' ■ . "Higher Education.' Universities appear to produce s'ti3dents who will be ^ 
■ maximally successful in other imiyersities or professional organizations,- 

■ .i.e.-, a B. A. who will Ue.-SuccessfuT in a graduate school, or a Ph'.D.'-who. ' " - 
wilT be successfur-'as a faculty | member at. other universities. Community 

V colleges which vali.date their purpose' to,' a ■large, extentnn their co.mmunity, " 
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'MosV'ah'd' least, preferred goals of faculty, 
■'■ "administrators and trustees , - 
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aim to produce students with.skins that, are of 'immediate use for estab- 
lishing their, position in the community, e.g., a v/elder or a computer • 
programmer (open system).. . - * 

. . Correlates of Performance in Community Colleges . Fiedler and Gil lor 
investigated the relationship of teaching styles , the faculty's percep- 
tion* of -.col lege goals , satisfaction, infl uence .over pol i cy"'issues., and ' 
organizational' characteristics, and .the' teaching effectiveness- of community 
coTTege divisions ..(TR 73-53). One of the most interesting impl i cation-s of 
the study v/as the- effect of academic area on "the relationship betV/een \ \ 
faculty responses - and- the rated" effectiveness of ^ community college div4sTons- 
There does not appear to be a single prescripti.on fQr.good performance ,. 
that wtllbe equally successfuV across all divisions. Rather, each-type 
of "division seems to have a pattern^'best suited for i.ts requirements. 

• / Table. 7 which gives some correlations between teaching styles and 
teaching. effectiveness illustrates this point. Thg use of audio-visual 
aids is • associated with" poorer divisional performance. The more scholarly . 
approaches are associated with higher performance ratings in social science, 
divi'sions" where a higher proportion of course-content comes from books 
and journal assignments. Journal ' reading assignments Have no -notable 
effect on "teachjjng in 'other ^divisions . Moreover,, different- teach'ing . 
metho^ds affect s-ybject areas In different ways. .-For example, while the. 
use of equipment by "the" mathematics and science divisions appears- to^e . 
detrimental to effective performances this is" npt the case in the. humani- 
'tieSj.sbcial sciences., land the vocational divisions., . — 

Results of an analysis of- the organizational characteristics and 
performance can b.e,,seeil "in Table 8. - Of the^25 correlations , ; three were 
■'sighif leant.. Size, of faculty was negatively cqrrel ated ,wi th performance 
'in vocational -teehni'eaT divisions. This seems reasonable, since close- 
coordina'tion is required in teaching these areas and can be accomplished, 
best in small teams. Experience of the faculty and the power of the ' r 
chairman's position v/ere negatively correlated with performance of business- 
-.divisions.. None. of the;Oth;er variables, including salary, number of 
hours- /pent, in classrooms, experience of -faculty, or the ch.airman's 
pov/er/i w'ere highly related' with perfo.rniance.' 

• ■ • .* ■ . ' . • 

^ Situational Characteristics relevant to' leadership^ , Grcner is com- 
pi eti ng^ a Masters tfie.sxs which; describes the si tuational-chara cteristi cs 
relevant to- leaders>iip 'concerns in community college divisions andj'n 
university jdepartme^nts. ^ Two major theories of si.t,uational characteristics- 
are, conceptually and empirically related. These are Fiedler's situationaT 
favorability and Tannenbaum's Control Graph theory. It was found that the . 
total amount of control In both the college and university administrative . 
groupings strongly-and "positive Ty/- affects the Group Atmosphere (leader- 
member relations). .within those groups. -.Further, it was found that the- 
..degree .of task st-i^ucture of . academic and. vocational teaching and research, 
areas hBS an important Impact on. both the total amount of control and 
member relations;. The same sort of effect v/as found for the degrefe of 
homogeneity of research -interests in u'niversiti^ departments : Apparently ^- 
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■ • - ■ " Table 8 ■ ... ' ' ■ ' 

Correlations between Co^mmunity College Division Performance'^ 
and Organization^ Characteristics ^ - • 



Variables 



Social- Math & " ' . 

Science Humanities-" Science ■ Business ' Vocational 



N = 11 



N = 13: 



N - 13 . ,. N = 10 • ^ N-= 



* p, ■< . 05-^ two-tailed 

■ 

//^ =>r>,p < ,10 two-taiied- 



Medlan 
Correlatio 



Size- of faculty 


-39 


15 


15 


3,0 


-81* ' 


15 


Experience . of- faculty • * ' 


08 


■ 0^ 


■ -26\ 


-63* 


-14 " 


-14 


Salary of ■faculty- 


08 


-33 • 


33 \ 


01 • ■ 


02 .■ 


02 


Contact^ hours 


-11 " 


■ -41..' " 


-32 ■ 


58// ■'. 


• ■ ■ -^2 . " _ 


■-li 


Chairman -ppsition power 


06 


17 


-20 


."' -68* . 


16 . • 


• ' 06 


Median Correlation 


06 


04 ■ 


-20 


A - 


-02 
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•the degree 'to., whi chV faculty and chai rnian can mutually understand and • • 
appreciate each otiYer's v/ofk ,• a?" niediate.d -by ■structure and homogenei ty ,> 
encourages better' relations .and lea-ds .to a greater will ii3gness to inter- 
act in adminTstratiye-decis4on making.". Position power .was found to be • 
relatively unimportant in* h'igher educational lea'dership ".si tuatlons . 

Further, the utility bf. compliance theory "in pre~dlTting^^a^^ inter-, 
preting the" relationships .among situational variables was dgriions t rated. ■ ■ ■ 
The compl iance predigti oris ^ assuming that faculty, in -such educational 
settings are positively involved, , are. generally' supported. ' _ r 

Another paper by Groner^e-xamines important.situational variables<l 
.contributintj/.to faculty . satisfaction nvith their jobs • in the comniuni ty.^J 
college di visions,, An analysis of variance shows significant main effeH^ 
of all" three -facto'rS^usBd, and two -intere interactions among them^ 
The' factors are -faculty colrftrol_pver administrative decisions, thai man's 
control over. theSame decisions/aiTd--fa:cj^^ (tHe ^ 

-degree to which faculty feels that -thei r'^o^^Ts--.;fo^ are 
receiving the appropri^ite :emphasiS') . wAll three 'facto rs,_h^d a posi tive - 
effect on' satisfaction. An interaction betv/een faculty cqnt-rol^d _ 
chairman control is interpreted as -showing .that ^it is.not„so i mp^t~tin±;;^ 
whether :the faculty or the chai rma-n. makes./the decisions as lortg' as someonre-:- 
; is actively- dealing with administrative functions.'. An . interact ion\ between 

faeuTty^ control .and f acul ty.- . goal discrepancies' indi^^^ . that.,.a _ decrease,^. • 

in either factor. attenuates the positive effects that the. other ^factor - 
has on satisfaction. This finding is. i^nterpreted in terms of instrumentality, 
theories Gf -30b satisfaction and demonstrates that organizational goal 
accomplishment sho^uld be considered 'an 'important outcjbfne in. the determina- 
tion of faculty satisfaction with their 'jobs. - . " • - ' ' . . 

' ". . Research Methods . In order to effectively analyz.e the vast amounts 
;of data collected for the* University of Washingtan and ^'Community College • 
•studies, a- new research method'was developed by.Gillo and-Shelley (TR 7-3~45}. 
.The technique,' known as MAID-M, performs, predictive 'modeling, for a multi- 
variate criterion f ronr a basically unTrmi ted s'et 'of predictor variables>. 
Based. on additi've. multivariate measures of '.association , .it identifies the 
smallest combination' of predictor variables which accounts for a maximal > 
proportion of the variation space ^of a gi ven set of criterion variables. . 
•fiAID^^'l allov/s-'^the user to. interact with the program for the.,purpose of^.. 
^ exploring di fferent alternatives - to solutions recommended by the program;. 
Esltimates of stability as well as estimates of validity for. specific, 
empirical solutions are provided optioftany>^ ■ ; •. - . ■ 

A users guide -(TR 74-58) has -been' completed and. a paper detailing' 
this technique has been..publ ished .in the Journal of th.e American Statis- * 
tical Association. In addition, a seminar was conducted'at' the American 
Psychological Association meetings in-New Orleans, to disouss its use. 
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. ; ' * . ' CODE NO. (i^'f^ ^^/iZ. 






? *^ ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH GROUP ' ' • ■ 
. University of , Washington „ - • 
. ' . > , .. ..Seattle', Washington 98195 

■ CONFIDENTIAL ' * ' ■ 
. FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES ONLY 






This questionnaire „is designeti to gener,ate information about the 
structure and functioning of your community college. The Organizational 
Research Group will report its f indinga » in statistical- form only, tp the 
faculty and administration on your c^npus. Your participation is 
voluntary and confidential. ■ , * 




V-- -v-;* 


Tn answering questions about your division, please refer to 'the 
division in which you carry out your primary teaching responsibilities.. 

* If your college has no divisional structure , please refer in tiiese , . * . 

questions tp your department. 






WHEN YOU* HAVE COMPLETED THE QUESTIONNAIRE, PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE 
To RETURN IT TO THE ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH GROUP, THANK YOU, ' \ ■ ' 

■ - - . . ■ 




': . ' . 
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1. a. .In which "division do you carry out your primary teaching 
* ^respd'nsibdlitiis v'»..g., Humanities, Business, etc.)? 

b. In which discipline (s\« do you teach (e.e.:, Psycholopy, Data 
. ' Processing^ etc,)j If i.*.ore than one% please list in" order , . 

•starting with the oi.c in which, you spend the most teaching time. 
-'■*''■'" ' ' , " ■ 

c. 'How many years have you been employed at your present 
community college? (inciuro part »*time) 

d. Do you have a tenured appointment? 



Yes 



- years 
No 



PLEASE PLAGE A QIECKMARK (/) IX THE. APPROPRIATE ?PACE ON THE FOLLOWING, ' SCALES : 



2. How satisfied are you with each of the following items? 



a. , Your "present "position 

b; Your salary and financial benefits 

c. Hiring practices in jrour Division 

d. Hiring practices on your campus 



e. Your degre.e of participation in campus 
administrative decision making 

f . Your progress towards your own 
professional goals' . " 

g. Student- faculty relations in your 
^school . 

; h- Space, equipment, nnd other facilities., 
provided by your college 

i.' Decisions made by the 
Board of Trustees 



very dis-, : 

satisfied 1 

very dis- : 

satisfied 1- 

very dis- : . 

satisfied - 1 

very dis- 
satfsfied 1 

'very dis- : 

satisfied - 1 



7- satisfied 



: :_ : very ./ 

3_ 5. ..6.'- 7. satisfied 



5 . 6 



c very 

7 '.satisfied 



: very 

7 satisfied 



2 



_:. very 

7 satisfied 



yeryadis- : : : : : : : : very 

satisfied 1 2 3' 4 5 6 7 satisfied 



^ very dis- 
satjj^fied- 

' very dis- 
sati-sj^ied 

' very dis- 
. satisfied 



2-3 



; very 

.7 satisfied 



very • ^ 

7 S'iitisfied 

: very 

7 satisfied 



In the typical course you teach ^approximately what, proportion of the inform'ation presented., 
to students cornea from the following: * . ■ 

a. -assigned readings in books ' . , 



b. assigned readings in journals 
' c. . Guest lecturers 

d. Own lectures . . 

. e. Audio-visual media 

f. Equipment (machines; tools, laboratory, etc^') 

g. Other (specify)_j^ , 

TOTAL . ' 



' 100 % 



Please indicate how^ much control or influence your division chairman" has' over-the following 
types of decisions. ■ * v '* * 

a. .De.*sioris regarding hiring' • ' . . very :^ : : : ' ' - • ■ a great 

, little 1 2 3 /• 5 6 • 7 deal- 
fa. Decisions regarding the courses' you will very : : - • ' • • ^ great 

* teach • ■ ' - little 1 2. 3 ' 5 6 7 deal 

c. Decisions regarding distribution of space very : : . ' ' : : : a great- 

and' facilities . • little ^ 2 3 4 5 6 7 deal 

"d. Decisions regarding salary for academic ■ very :^ : : : : ' a great 

-personnel ' little 1 2. 3 5 6 7' deal 

e. Decisions regarding future conditions of em- . vpry : : : a greajf 

ployroent (retirement, medical aid / vacation) ' little. ,'1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dea^ 

Please indicate how jnuch control you feel you have over thes^. decisions T 

a. Decisions regarding- hiring . v^ry : : : : : - a great 

little 1 2 -3 "4 5 6 7 deal 

■ *i • *' ■ - • . ■ ■ . ■ • - 

b. Decisions regarding the couraes ybu will very : : : ** : ' : : _: : a great 

teach , . little 1 2. 3*4 5 6 7 deal. 

c. ^ Decisions regarding distribution of space very .:J : : : : : • : ^ a great 

and facilities.-, • little 1 2-3 4 5* 6 7 ' deal 

'• ' . _ . ■ , ■ . ■ . ■ ^ 

d. Decisions regarding salary for. academic very : ' : : • a great 

personnel . ' ' little 1 2 3 4 5 6 ' 7 deal 

e. , Deci's ions* regarding future conditions of. em- ''very : :^ : : : " • - a great 

• ' ployment (retirement, medical aid, vacation) little 12 3 A 5 6 7 deal 

a. In' general, how. much influence do very little : : :^ :_ : : J' a great deal 

ybu feel you h'-^Ve over what occurs -influence ' 1 2 3 A 5 6 7 of influence 
on your campus?' ^ ' ^ 

b. .How satisfied are you with this ' very dis- : : : : ' : : ; very- 
degree of influence? satisfied 1 2^ 3 4 5 6' 7 .satisfied 

' e ■ . 

a. - In general, how„,much prestig'e or very little : : : : :^ : : a great deal 

status djD .you feel you are accorded prestige 1 2 ' . 3 4 /5 6 " 7 .of prestige 

by those on your campus who know you? - • " . , 

b. How satisfied aire you with this very d is- : .-^ 'J^ : : : very' 

level of prestige? * , \ satisfied '.1 2 3 4 ' 5 ^ ,J satisfied 

How's.tressf ul. is your job as a.conmunity . not at all : : : j :^ J extremely^ 

college faculty* Triembe'r? ' '. / -stressful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - stressful*. 

How- clearly' does your college define how much time you should spend \pn various activities - 
.related to your profession (e.g., classroom preparation, student consultation, etc.)?^ 

not at - y : ' . : : : perfectly 

* ' . all clear 1 2 3 4 5 ' 6 7 .clear "'^ 



.10. Please Note: In the following table, you will *be asked to\llat your coworkers and to specify 
. the nature of your contacts with These persons , This information will be' use&ul in describing 
the actual Interaction patterns in your college (e.g.., the 'direction and extent of contacts 
between .faculty in different divisions, between* faculty and\adminlstrators, etc.). Whe-J your 
' • queatiotmaire is returned to the Organizational Research Group, each name you list belov* will 
.. receive a code number , thus assuring complete anonymity of your responses, ^ 



Please X.ist on the lines below tKe names of those persons in your college wfip you feSl are your 
important coworkers. By important coworkers, we mean those coilleagues with whom you need to , 
work in order to conduct your activities as a faculty member, \Be sure to include administrators 
as well as faculty members from your own and other diyisions, \ 

^Also, please -circle tne nifinber in each col.umn on the right side \3f the table that best describes, 
your coworker and your relationship with him. ' •\ . 

Collaboration means the extent to which you engage in .face-to-face interaction with 
. each of your coworkers in vour activities as a faculty membe'iA" 

\ \ ■ ■ . 

Social Interaction means the extent to which you get together Infomally with each 
of your coworkers for conversation, coffee,' parties, exc, , -both\inside and outside 
of 'the work, setting, * \ ■ 



Infl,uence means your estimate of how, much i?ifluence each of your named cowofkers 
^aS oyer what goes on in your college, ' ^' 

f restige means your estimate of how much pyestige or ^status each of your coworkers 
is accorded by those who know him ii^i your college. 



Coworkers (please print name) 


Collaboration 


Social 
Iriteraction. 


Influence * 


Prestige 


little . 

a great 
deal 


little 

a. great - 
deal 1 


A 

OJ. rt, 

QJ 

u M H 

^ . to n 

•H- • QJ 


little 

a great 
deal ' . 




1 2 3 ^,5 6 7 


1 2 3. 6 5 6 ,7 


1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 


1 2 3 6 5 6 7 




1 2 3 ^ 5..6'7 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7- 


,1 2 3 6 5 6 7 


1 2 3 6 5 6 7 




1 2"3^^;;5 6 7 


•1 2 -3 6 5 1 7 


r 

1-2.3 6 5 6 7 


1 2 3 6 5 6 7 




12 3 6 5 6 7 


1 2. 3 6 5 6 7. 


1 2 3» 6 5 6 7 


12 3. 6 5. 6.7 




1 2 3 4^ 5 6 7 


1 .2 3 6 . 5 6 7 


1 2 3' 6 5 6 7 ■ 


1 2 3 6 5 6 7 




12 3 6 5 6 7, 


1 2 3 6*5 6 7 .' 


1/2 3 6 5 6.' 7 


1 2 3 6 ^67 




,1 2 3 6. 5 6 7 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 


1 2 3 6 5 6 7 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




12 3 6 5 6 7 


'1 2 3 4 5 6 7* 


1 T 3 6 5 6 7 


1 2 3. 6 5 6 7 




1 2 3 6 5 6 7 


1.2 3 6 5 6 7 


a 2 3 6 5 6 7 ' 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




'l 2 3" 6 5 ,6, 7 


1 2> 3 6 5* 6 7 


1 2 3 6 5 6 7" 


1 .2 3 4 5 6 7*' 



11.- On your campus, how important is it to have* the. "right" connections in order to see your ideas . 
translated into Action? V « * * * ' 

very * ' very ; - ' 

• unimportant -1 2 3 6 5 6 7 important. .' % - 
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12. 



We are InCerested Ih how faculty members In your college currently distribute their time among^ 
various activities rclaCed to their profession.* Please indicate in the blanks b.elow the 
number, of hours that you spend on each activity per week- on the average during^ this quarter. 



Clansroom teaching (lectures lab supervision,' etc.) 

Preparation for classroom' teachins (lecture , preparation , grading papers - 
and exams , assembling materials , etc.) ^ ' 

Student'consuftation (off,ice hours for students, student counseling, etc.) 

Community service ' (consulting lecturing, professional societies, etc.) 

Administrative activities .(committees, papei? work, consultation with' 
division chairmen and other administrators etc.) ' 

Research (planning, executing or reporting .research , etc.) 
Other (please specify) ^ — 



Hours per week 
h rs' 

_hrs _ . 
_hrs. 
hrs 



Jirs 
hrs 



hrs 



13. 



14. 



e. 
f . 

To what extent do you. feel that your chairman agrees with your educational philosophy, 
approach to teaching, etc.? • ' . . . ' 

, little, agreement : : : \- :_: 'j perfect agreement , \ * ^ 

1 2 . ^3 4 5 6 7 - . , . ■ 

Tn general", how^^uch influence does your division chairman have over hot> you conduct your 
professional activities? ^ ' 



very little :_ 



a great deal 



2 ' 3 



5 6 . ,7. 

^ ' ^ ■ ■ . ■ : . ^ 

15 "Below is a list of -goals for community colleges. Please indicate the relative importance 
' oyour college currently places, on 'each §oal by checking a sp^ce on the CURRENTLY IS scale 
to the right of each goal. Also, please' indicate the relative , priorities jou fCel each 
■ -goal should receive, at your college fey checking a space on the "SHOULD BE ^scale. ' 

: :_* : : .important 



To maintain an' open 
admissions policy. 



,To encourage and help 
individual instructors 
tol become more 
effective teachers 



To provide courses that 
prepare the student for 
transfer ^o a good 
four-yenr college. 



4. To provide progrcmis for 
speci*fic occupational 
training 



CURRENTLY 


unimportant 


IS: 

1 




SHOULD ' • 


unimportant 


BE : 




CURRENTLY 


unimportant 


SHOULD ' 


.unimportant 


BE; 




CURRENTLY 


unimportant^ 


IS: • 




shoulB, 


unimportant 


BE: •> 




CURRENTLY 


unimportant 


• ■ IS: ^ 




-SlIOULD 


unimportant 


-BE: 





7 



2 '-2 



: important^ 
:, important 
: , important 
f import ant 
: importrant 
: important 



15. 



••■■*•, . ■ ' ■ ■ " ■ ' • 

. ■ . *■ ' ■ • '• • 

. 5. Jo, assist adults in* . • .CURRENTLY unimportant : : ; ' ; : important 

completing their - IS : . • ' ' . U • 2 3 A 5 ""6 ' "TT ^ 

• " education . , ' ^SHOULD unimportant : : : • : : Important 

" BE:|k ' . 1 2 3 A 5 6 T" 

6. To provide the, community, CURRENTJ.Y * unimp^tant : : ^ " ; : : important 

with facilities and IS: ' 1 .2 '3 A • 5 i 6 ^~T~ * • 

services for cultural ' . . 

and public inter.est . ' • SHOULD * unimportant : : : : / jMinportant 

pro*gi;aras. . ' . ,B^: ' ' 1 2 3 A. 5 --6:i[^^^7^ " 

' 7. To inyoj-v^ stud.ents in CURRENTLY unimpor.tant .: . ; : : ; : important 

administrative is : ' .. ' •• 12.34 5 6 7 < 

■ policy making ' ! ' • ■ • * ^ 

iSHOULD ' unimportant ; ^ ; ; ': : ' ' . ; '; important 

' BE: . ' ' . 12 3 4 5^67'- 

tJ ' ' ^ . ■' : ' ' 

"8. To maintain a low '*-V CURRENTLY ' unimportant : i : :_^: : imp;ori;«(^t, 

'student-faculty ratio 'IS: '*.. ' l 2 3 A 5 .6' 7 

'SHOULD "^importarrt . : :_ : ]^ : : : ]: important 

• • BE: ' ; 1 2 3 A 5 6 7 

.9., To attract Ph.D.'s to , CURRENTLY unimportant : : : ; - ; ff^: : ..i^^-irtant 

the college faculty 'IS: ' ' ■ . 1 2 3 A 5 6j 7 

• ■ SHOULD unimportant^ ': :J : : ; ; : : important 

- , - ..;^^E: • . fl 2 -2 A 5 !5.7 

, 10. To. serve as a. center ' CUR^NtIy unimportant : : : : : : : : important 

for the dissemination ' ,1$ : ' ' 1 2 i 3 , A 5 6 <^ 7 

of ^ew idqas ' ^ ^ . • »• • - 

o SHOULD ^ unimportant ■: : :\ : : : importar.2: 

. , - ,Bi;. ' • - , 1 2 3 • A T" 6 7 ' ' 

' To'* maiTi tain high CURRENTLY Unimportant : ; :. :^ : ; ; : •important 

standards Sjor student • IS.: , ' if' > I ' 2 3 A 5' 6 7 

, »«; achievement* in community .v;. , . ■ • , ' . 

« college work ■ • 'SHOULD "tfivlmportant : : : : : : important 

. ' ■ ^ J^^- )f ' ^ . 2' 3 A 5 -!6 7 ; 

12. . To provide programs and ^CURRENTLY. Unimportant : ; • ; ; :; : ,\ ; in-^portant 

opportunities that enable 'IS: 1 ,2'. -3 A 5^6. - 7 

. employees to achieve , ' i * ., ' 

their professional goals SHOULD . .unimportant : : : : : : important 

. V n^'- V 1 2 3 A' 5 6' 7 ' " 

Please describe the atmosphere on your campus by checking the^ following items". 

, V Pleasant : : : : : : ■ : : ; Unpleasant . 

: ; 8 7 6 '5 A 3 2 .1 . " . 

. . '^iV--- . ■ ..% . ■ 

•■ . Frien^ily : : j^: ^: : : : ; Unfriendly .. • ■ • 

' «. . ' ' 8 7 6 5* A 3^ 2 1 . ^ \ 

^ ■ . , ■ ■ ■ t> ■ ■ 

' . ' - Bad ; ^ - : : : : Good • 

■ . ■ • 1 ^ 2 3* ■ A , . 3 ^ 7 8 / 

b ' . L. , " \ , ■ ' 

Worthless : : :: : :__2i: : t : Valuable * • . * 

1 .2 3 A 5 ^7 8 " ' ■ • 

. . " (f - . . ° . ^ 

»•» :» 0 Distant : :_ : ' : ; :j t ;^ : close 

■ ** ' \ . • "1 2 3. ' A 5 6. 7 8 " ' " . * 

\- • • ■ • » 



Cold : : : : : : : Warm 

1-2 3 • A 5 6 7/ V 8 



-Quagce-l-some^ —— ; - t . ! .'. i ; ' : : r-i! ai,muuiuus 



1.23.456? 

Self-assured : : : 'J. : : : : ^: Hesitant 

* ■ • • ' • , „ 8 7 6 5 A • 3 2 J, 

•" • ■ • * ; 

Efficient y : ; ' : ■: : : : Inefficient ' ' 

- ^ ' 8 . 7 6 r 5 ^ A 3 2 1 . • / 

'• . s ■ ■ , ■ 

" • . : .Gloomy : : : : :^ :' ; : Cheerful ' . ' 

1 2 3,, A 5 6' 7 8 A 
■17. Please describe on the scales bplow the person .you consider to l^e your least preferred 
• " coworker. This may- be someone yo.u know now or someone you knew in the 'past. First think, of 
all the ieople with whom you haye ever worked, and then /escribe the one person with whom ^ 
you had the raos^ difficulty in getting a^ job done. 

• ' Pleasant ; o ; : _: :^ :. '= Unpleasant 

. V . 3 7 6 5 ■ A 3 2 1 ■ 

*" • ■ - ' ■ K ■ , 

Friend.ly : : =_= Unfriendly 

< , ' .2"'vV 8 .7 6 5 A. 3 2 ' 1 • ■ . ' " " 

^ . .' . Rejecting': .. : : : : ' ' • : Accepting*' ^, 

. . rr 2 , 3 A 5 '6 7 ^8 ^ 

■ ' " ^ ■* ! " . ' . ' ^ " . ' 

^ Helpfia ' ' ' ' \ : Frustrating ' 

i . . . . • 8.7*6 5 ^A 3.2,1 



Unenthusiastic ; ' : : : :^ V = = Enthusiastic 

-1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 . . 

Tense : : : .= = : Relaxed . 

.. ' , 1 2 3 A 5 . - 6 7 . 8 

Distant , - .: : : '\ : : C^o^e 



: 1 . 2 3 A * 5 6 7 a 



Cold 



: Warm 



1 2 3 " .ii 5 ' 6 7 



Cooperative :^ : : : = ' Uncooperative 

8 7 6 5 A 3.2 1 

Supportive : : : : : := : ' Hostile " » 

7 6 5 A. 3 2.1 .'^ 

. oBoring : :_: ' : ' Interesting 

12 3 A 5 6 7 8. 



Quarrelsome ': 



: : : : : Harmonious 



1 2- 3 A 5.6 7 -8 
0 ' . . '■ 

'Self-assured : . : : : :^ : : Hesitant 

8' 7 6. 5 A 3 2 ^1 

. ' . Efficient*:- : : : : ' Inefficient 

„ ' - . .8 7 ^ 5 ■ A 3 2'^ 1 

' . * GUomy : • • •— ' ' C^^^^^"?- ^ 

' • . . 1 2 3 A -5 6 7 8 ' , 



APPENDIX B 



■ Organisational Research - 

University of: Washington . • ' " . 

Seattle,', Was,hing\-on'9S195 - ' 
November -27 , 1.972 

' >Interin Report V.ol 1' . • ^ . . ■ ' ' 

TO: C^olle-se. Presidents, niembers of FAC.C and State Board ' . ' 

FROM: Fred Fiedler and Haitin Gillo-/ Organizational R-esearch " \ ' ^ • . 

■ Inasmuch as it will take considerable tiue before all data . 
from the Community College Study will be processed and analyzed, 
we thought we would provide some of the results now 'and the -remainder 
in subsequent interim reports.. We anticipate, that it-^may' be Spring before'^ 
We will have^complet(|d all data analyses.' . /* . 

The first se.t of data which .we are reporting deals .with- the descriptive 
'characteristics of the average faculty member and his typical teaching 
•Styles, as well as the average time he spends on the different aspects 
of his; jpb. For each' of th^- variables'^ .to be described in this and in ■ 
-future reports we. will provide five statisticis. These statistics. and their 
proper interpretations are as rollows: ' . \ . 

■ 1. The Overall Heaji is, the average for respondents from all 27 

■ ' • ccmmunit.y ^colle^es. For, example,, the average number of years 

A± experience of a conununlty, college faculty member in this 
State is 9.2 years* . . 

. '' ^ 2. The Overall SD is the extent to V7hich individual faculty. 

members deyiate from the ''State'*- mean. The established r^.;., 
. measure for the deviations, from the mean is the "standard"* ■ , ' 
'.deviation ( S,D ) . For the" variable '^year.s of experience'^, the 
SD is 5.2 years. This means that -67% of all ' participants lie 
within the area of one SD above and one'SD belov7 the mean. 
I ' •. JLn" this case. 67% of ail facj^'lty members have between 4 and 

. . \ ^ .14.4 years of experience.- 



■3, The CollGr.G Mean - Is the nieaa of your o^.^nn colLej^a^ i.e. , ^ 
the average 'faculty 'member on.,your campus. For example^ 
.if the average faculty member on your campus has 11.1 years ' * • 
of e:<perienc^> he would have two yearis moire than the average 
• • ' faculty member iu the State, . . ■ 

4. - The Col],e<>e SP- -i-s the SD for your' college and- indicates 

how much„the faculty members b.f your college differ. 
. from your college average, " , ; . / ' . ' .• 

5, The percentile score describes where the average faculty member 
■ . ^ _ ■ ^ of -your campus stand^s. v;ith. regard to all faculty members 

of the State, For ''y^^^^'s. of experience',', if your , college 
- mean' was 11.1 years and the . ''State'*" mean was 9,2, it means 
thai the average faculty member on your college ranks in the 
. ■ ' • ' . 64th percentile. That, is 3. 64% of all faculty members have^ 

less experience -and 36%, have more experience than the typitial 
... ' . faculty" member "on your campus. 

' ■ * j7 ■ ■ . ^ . ' ■ ■ . 

The beginning of the table-of results shox^7s the proportion of faculty- 
mem/oers on' your, campus who responded. To. assure anonymity of respondents. 
Mean,. SD* and** percentile for your college are -not. listed for any question' 
to v;hich' less than 8 faculty .piembefs of your college responded, " ^ ^ 

A final remark* to assist in int^erpreting t'he results, Where the standard 
deviation for a variable is larger, than the mean-, tl^is indicates that a .small . 
proportion of faculty members may have responded far 'above the average, . \ 
This point 15 of interest mainly to the statistician" but we raised it here 
in order . to. avoid confusion concerning the' correctness of the reported dafa,. 



xesponsG.- 



COLLEGE^ 
Overall 



Employn^.ent Status • . 

Average Weekly. Contact Hours 
Degree Level "^^ 

1 Years experience ' . . 



1. 




S 



9. 
10. 




In the typical ■ couirse 
you teachy aprox..V7hat 
proportion of the info, 
presented to st.Udents . 
comes from assigned- 
readings . in' boojcs? ^ 

T-Hiat proportion comes 
from assigned readings 
in journals? 

What: 'proportion, - from 
guest lecturers? 

rvjhat proportion from 
\y6ur ovm lectures? 

What proportion from. 
audio-visual media? 

\ ■ ■ ■ ■ ; 

llhat proportion from 
equipraent (machines, 
tools, l&b. , etc.) 



17.6 



4.1 



9.2 



■; 25.2 



l-Jhat proportion -fr'om 
|otiUer? • 

To What extent do . you ■ 
rely on objective. tests 
for devaluating students 
in tVe -course you most 
often teach? 



ro *v;luat extent do you 
(Gly Ion essay exams? 



to whpt extent do you- 
irely oh^.Classroom 'dis- 
cussion :or partici- 
ffatioA? 

'6- wha\t 'extent do you 
dely on term papers? 



4.1 

^ 3.0 

36.. 5 
9 . 6- 



15 . 2 

J -a' 

9.1 



4 .0 



3.4 



5.0 



2.7 



Overall 



•College,,. College 
Mean . SD „ 



. . o 



9 -. 0- 



1.2 



5.2 



19.2 



12. p 
12.8 
32.9 

ii.'o' 

23. 5 
19.4 

2.2 



2.1 



1.8 



2-'B 




Ovoiall " /Overall 
"lean _ ' iSD 



To v;hat extent do you . — 
rely ^on perfornanoe . 
(practical tests or 7 
. saccessful deraon strati on 
of "vvork: .skills / etc . ) ?: 

To v;hat extent do you 
'rely on 'oral exams? 

Please indicate i\oxv. 
many hours you spend on 
your various activi* ies 
related . to your pro .es- 
'sioh (class prep., ' 
student consultation,)? * 

Hov; raany hours, do you 
spend on preparati9n for 
class (lecture prep . / 
grading papers s< ^ exams, 
asserablihg luaterial etc . ) ? 

Kow many hours do 'you 
spend on student consul- •* 
tation/ (office hours ^ etc. ) 

IlQv; raany 'hours do you 
spend on comlUnii:y service 
(consulting, lecturing, 
prof, societies etc .r) ? 



How many 
spend on * 
activitie 
paperv/ork 
"with div. 



hours do you 
administrative' 
s (committees, 
consultations 
Chairman ^. etc . ) ? 



H-OV7 • many hours do you . 
spend on research (plannir 
executing' or reporting) ? 



How many hours do you -• 
spend on other activities? 



: 5.4 



16.2 



13 = 5 



7.2 



3.2 



3.9 



nxf— 4. 0 



8.4 



2 . o; 



2.0 



7. 



S.4 



4.6- 



6.0 . 



4.5 



5.3 



9.0 



College (gollege 
Mean SD " 



^'Degree level explanation . ? • 

/ 0 ^ ..none . 4 = Masters degree 

1 = /vssoc.Arts • " .5^ Masters plus 

2 = B.A./3.S. . . . S—'^Ph-D. . 
"3 = 5th year (teaching creditial) 



UNIVERSITY' OF WASHINGTON 

■' ■ SEATTLE, WASHIXGTON 9S105 . •■ / 



Orejcr.hational Research , \ >I£^1QRa.N^DUM .. • January 10 , 1973 

TO:-' College Presidenta , tQembers of -FACC, and State Board.''-. " 

• FROM: " ?,red Fiedler- and . Martin -Gillo 

^. ' RE:; - "Int'erim :^port No. 2 . - ' ' ^ ^. , 

.V/e have . (SHclosed- the second .interim report. "It liscs" the responses 
to all questions concerning the go^ls of community colleges as- perceived 
by the faculty members . ^The results are listed in the same way as in the . 
• \ 'first. intQrim report^ i.e. with State mean, standard deviation (SD) , -and 
college mean, SD, and percentile. . - ^ 

. • ' We hay^ also .enclosed copies of the original questionnaires for 
easy and clear reference to all questions asked. Note that " the two forms 
Qf thci que'stionnaire diff erofrom each other in that they contain only' one 
half of 'questions" common to both forms. This is the reason for the. • . 
. occasional: blanks , in the columns for college mean, S.D , and percentild^" 
The- fi-::ll interim r^nc 



ERLC 



4 ♦ 



S3'' ^'c^c-' . ^ . ^"^ 



ERIC r - 3.3 



. To .-'.-incci:':- c.n o;:c:n ac:~x^ssicns policy; 

. Cv:<:cC:%':;LY XS invpor;:aa . , . : ; ■ ' 0.3 , 1.1 

• SIiGuLd" 2.^: iinpomar^t . • ' ^ 5.9"/ .1.4 

■ • . . t ■' ' ■ 
, ^. Tq c:r.coura2"a. and hcilp individual 

ir.i: tiruccors zo bacon;a.~.ore ' - ' ^* , ^ 



Cj..^::TLtvIS d:^norcarlC^ ' ' ' . .3.8 . 



.0 



' SIICDI^; 3i: i::;portant: , ^ ^ , 6.2 * .1^0 

■.-_'■.*.. , ' i 

3. To provide courses chat prepare 
^ che scudenc • for transfer ^ ro a good^ 

four-year college; « ' " "■ 

. . CUir.rZXTLV' IS irr.porcanc ,. • 5. A. - 1.5 

. . -/la 

SHOULD irr.pqreant - 5.8* . . 1.3 

tj t . * ' ■ ■ ■ ' 

- 4i To- provide rprograr.;s for- specific 

,occupacio;\al training: , • : 

• ■.:CURRi::>:TLYIS^.inppruan::''' ' 5.S l.A 

S:..G'JLD BE imoortant - 6.2 .1.1 

5. To ai;sisc adulcs in. cor^plecing their - ■ 

, ,^ i*.i£«'i school educauion: . . 

CURI^ENTLY IS important: . • '5.2 1.6 

-. S:IOULD BE. in;porraht: . • 5.8 /-^-^ 

■ ■ . • ■ ' " , '-f^ " • • ' / " . 

6.. To provide rhe comniunicy wich facilities ' 

ai^d services .ror cultural and public ' 
iiiccrest progr2:r.-s3 : ' 

/. CUl^EXTLY IS iniportant • ^ ,A.8 ' 'l.7 

; , . Sl.GULD BE ir.^.portant ' ^ . 5.8' 1.3 

7.. To involve sxudents- in administrative , 
.'policy r.akir.g: * - . . ' • 

' ; .CUR?^ENTLY IS -ir.portant ' . , ^ 4.4 . 1.7 

S.IGULD BE i:n-iortant ' ^ 4.7 1.5 



,3:s- 

5.S- 



1;S 
,1.2 



7c' czz-ccz .I?'h. 3; '.s- ::o. rhc,colicsa 



3.0 
3.0 



1.6 



'10. To ccrvo as a tantcr f or-- che 
cicccn;inaclon o"!:;. new ideas: • 

CU:i:<'Z^^TLY is i:uporrant: ■ \ 3,8 

11/ To rr.ainraiji .^4sh /stanclprds for Scudenc -. 
achiGvc:>.ant-- ir. comriiinity college work: 

^ ' GURRZaTLY is. iniporCanu ' 4.5 

SiIGULD. iM.pprtanu • ■ ' 6.0 



1.7 



1.7 
1,1 



12;. To provide progran:s and opporrunicies 
that enable e:;:ployees to "achieve th'eir 
prof esc'ioual goals: . 

C\:X^i:iJ^ IS iniporuant: ' 

SHOULD BE iriiportanc ' ■ . 



^.2 



l.S 

1:1 



13. To involve faculty in administrative 
policy iriaking:" . ' . 

GURRIiXTLY IS i::;portjant 



SHOULD BE in:por,tant 



14. To cncouracP^^'^d- fascilitate 
interdepart::ienual coTjuunication: 

' CURREXTLY IS itiportant 

• ' SHOULt) BE^ ir/.pornant - ' ' V ^ 

15. To enable each, s'ttident", to' develop his 
fullest potential: ' • 

^ -CURRENTLY IS irr.portant 

..S'HO'JLI; 3E a-._?o-rcant 

■ ' '. ■ •■ ■ . ■ . ■ \ ■ ■ 



j. a ■ 
5; 3 



3. -5 
5.8 



4.9 
6.7 




34 



.1.9 
1.3' 



1.7 

■1 . 1 



1.6 
0.7 



Overall \pvcrall , 
. Xaan . xSD 



..::.zi:r.ZLiT, a low s uudcnc- faculty 'czzi'd:'. 



S ! • OU 2 i 0 r car. z 



Cello 
. Mean 



. s.sjt 1.. 

5.8 i.2 



faculty; 
C\:'X^:l:\ZV: is ir;por::anc 



h.. 3. ^ s zo chc cGilage 



3.0 
3.0 



1.7 

.1.-& 



10. To iorvc as .a canter for the 
d±c.3CiT:.±t\tz±or: of nev; ideas^: 



3-8 
5. 5 



1.7 

, 1,4 



To ,j^.aincaiji high standards for .student 
achievcr;.ent • in co:r,niunity ".'college work : 



CUXRZaTLY is iniportaht 
SIIGUID BE i::;portant 



4.5 
6.0 



1.7 
■1.1 



12. To provide progranis and opportunities/ 
"cr.at enable ev.'.ployees to. achieve thear 
prof essional goals ; - • . " " . ■ 

' CoI&ZXTLY'IS i:v;portant' . \ 

SHOULD "BE. i:np or tan t • 



4.2 

5.9 



1..S 
1.1 



13. To in'volvQ ^faculty in ,-^ad:r*inistrative 
policy. ;r.aking.: 

CUaI\BXTLY IS invportant 
• Si-GUIiD BE important ■ . . 



3.S 
5.3 



.1-9 



.14. To cncoura.^a and fascilitate.. 
i n j: e r d-c p a r t in e n u a 1 c o u un i c a t i on : 

. c;::^:^b:\TLY is important 

SHOULD -BE i.iportant . ^ 



3.5 

5.8. 



1.7 

o ■ 

1.1 



15. To enable each student: to develop his ' 
fullest potential: . ' ■ • 

.. SHC'JLD 2E in;?ortar.t' ' 



4.9 

ell 



1.5. 
0.7 



33 



Qvcrail 



Overall Colldza \ Col.lcf^o 



'SD. 



',00 V ar* c 



Cwhoi* aclucaci-oncl instit:uq;ior.s in the 



5.1 



■4.5 
'6.2 



1.0 



1 1 . 



1.7 

1.0 



IS. . To actively solicit s'cudancs v;ho rai^ht. 
• r„oz ocbcr^isa or.ro'll in a posx- 
v^ccondary cducacional p^ogriam: 

^ CU^liilEXTLY" IS i-porran^tT" -. .. - 

SHOULD BE "Ixpor^tan:: 



4.6- 
5:7 



lv6 
1.4. 
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niiMtiauiil kwarrh - . >fEKORANDUK • 

.... ^ fr ^ jp _ • • 

•TO: Colleg-c Presidents, H(:i.mbers of FACG; and* "State Board 
FROM: ■ 'Fred Fiedler and .Martin Gillo.. " ' ' . 

RE: .^Interim Report Mo. 3' ' ' ' . 



■ • Haclosed is the summary of data from the ■ third- and finaj. sec^tion of the 
faculty menb.er questionnaire. The format, is essentially similar -to the^ one used 
in^the previous two interim reports . For eye fy question we have again indicated 
the State-x^ide mean, standard deviation , as; well ' as the 'college mean., standard • 
deviation, and percentile. ^ • ' . ■ ; ' 

■In addition, we have included two other documents on the results of the ' 
study. 'The jirst of these, shows the S'tate-wide ^results' of faculty pCircentions 
of.g.oals as they are right now and- goals as they should be. Each college might 
wish to draw' similar graphs" for its. own^f acuity member ■ responses sincQ these :^ 
■graphs 'readily, indicate'.potential trouble spots, that Is, aspects .of college ^ 
life'wnlch faculty members perceive as unsatisfactory^ or policy matters on 
which there -is disagreement. ; . . . , • ■ - - 

"Tne third part compares the goal discrepancies as perceived by faculty , 
'administrators, and members of the Board of Trustees, in the State. • Cdal • ■ 
discrepanceis are the^'dif f erences between " the actual aiid the desired im.portance. 
of goals. As the graphs indicate, the agreement between faculty, administrators 
and Board of ■ Trustee members varies from goal: to goal. * ■\ . ' 

• Future reports will provide information on various ratings . obtained from 
college administrators and members of Boards of Trustees. ' We expect to' have ■ 
these analyses completed within the coming months. . . . ^ 
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Overall Overall College:;^, Qolloge 




Mean 



EACH 



:iv ^our prcGGnt ^ position? • " 

■ 2,- Your salary & financial 
. ■ ■ 'benefits?.. ■ " • 

3l Miring practices in your ' 

.ci vision,?, ■ ' ^ 

4.. : Pr'on^.o-cional -practices, in 
•' ■ , -your Givi,sion? ■ ■ " — 

■ 5.. . Miring- practices on your ' 

."■ canipus? 

6.. Promotional .practices on 
/ • - your /campus? • ^ " 

■ 7^ ^Your .cG<,ree of participation ■ 
\. 'in campu^s administrative ■ - 
- cecision meu-cing? ; • ■ . 

Yolir progress towards your 
\ov/n professional goals? 
- . "1 . " " . ' ' ■• . t ' ■ 

.; 9. ;-. Stud(2nt--f acuity relations 
. ■ in your .school?- . 

10.. Space, ■ equipment, an£ other 
'. \ . . ^ faeilities provided by your 
college? . , ; ^ 

• : li.- Decisions made bv the Board 

■ . ■■; of Trustees. ^ ' ; 

12. - 'Your teaching' assignments? 

/"IS* . Persohal rferatipns among. 
' ■ .■ • ■; faculty members? . 

■>-^: ■ , ■ ■ • : V 

14. , Clerical and non-academic 
' support, provided -by 'your , » 
. college? , — . 

' ■ <j' ■ . . 
; 15;^ • Camousaevel odminisi^at^^^ 

" :15. District, level^ admini-srration 



'5 

V 

4.8 

I : 

4.7. 

4.1 
4.0 

4.0 

5:o 

5.2 

4:1 

4.0 : 
5.8 

5.3 

4.6 : 
4.2 

3.7:"' 



,1.4 
" ■ .1.5 
■ 1.8 
1.8 

■.'1.7 .. 

1,8- 

:i.4 

•4,3 , 

1.9- : 
•1.7^ 

1'. 3 . 

I.e.'' 

i.s 

,1.9" 

2>0- ■ 



•17, r^ocirionr: ro^-rcif^g. hirir;Q? 
• > . courco;^ you v/iil teach? . 



J- 



19. . Dcc:i^£i.or.:: regarding dis- 
• trd.-;/..;i;.to:-i'' of ..space or.d ' ' 
. ,^-«cil,iticSV... •' ■ ...^ • : ' 

2G. Dcci::.xpnc: regarding * ; 

iielary for •acacontLe . 
-pcrr:or:nel?. V- ■ . ' 

21. ' Decisions regarding futu^ire ...^ 

. conditions of er.ployr.ent • 
. (retlrerr.c:nt,, etc.)'. * " 

22. ^ Decisions regarding -proir.otion 

' 23;* Decisions regarding the ■ " * • , 
; content of yeu^: courseSi 

24. Decisions regarding tee ; ' ■ 
: ' \ distribution .end .expenditures • I 
of op^jrating z:\^nds7 

•2.5. Decisions about . dii3trib]jtlon 
' : f'<incs^^or teaqhing staff?. 

26... Decis;lonG ris'garqing comuLLttees ' 
ypurlJerve on?* . . . 

CG>r2R0L YOU H^WS OVER POLLOV.^NG^ : 
DECISIONS : : .. . > - V ■ ■ : 

2.7.; Decisions, regarding hiring? 

. 23.. "Decisions, regarding the coursies 
. ' you will '. teach? 

29. Decisions regarding., the'dis- ■ 
■ ,tiributions of space ;ands 

facilities? * - , [ 

30. • Decisions ^regarding. the. < 

salary for acadentLc per- , \ 
y . 'soriiVcI.? '7"'- • • . ■' 

31. Decisions regarding ^ future 
• , conditions "of ernpioyn:\ent ' 

( retirer;.eht , e tc ) 



5,2- 

4.5 

2.2- 

2^'2-.. 
3.&^ 

2.8' 

4.6 . 
3 .8 
2.S 



2.T 



5.Q. 



3.0 



1.8 



2.2 



1.3 

1,9. 
1.7 . 

1,6 

■2.1 

1.9 
1.9 

2 -.i ■ 

1-9 



39 



.1.8. 



1.8 



1.8 



1.2 



1.4 



"V, . 



■22> z:)c;Cw£:'i6ob r.::/'^.ercin^;: con- ■ 

. :U:r.t of I'owr courses? . ■ t>"'5.3' 

• / tributior: t::G cxpendifcurec ' 

o^- 6por£:t^no funds"? ■ .\;*2.S 

■35. /Docicion:; >;nout : die tri^i^^ , 

of,: fv:ndq, for tc^cting staf:f? 2.1 

3o.' ■Docieipnc recdrdi j 
. ' ^^ou-G'orvS ori? '' ' • . 5.1 

' 3 7. , In r&nercii , hov/ HiUch -influence^ 
do ;y;0.u feci you -have over v/nat 
. ; Gccurb. or. yovir. canvpus? 



■3?.., 



:*ov/ SciUiif^fiod are you v/ith, 
this; decfcoe^ of Inf luenci? '^^v- , ? 3 ^ 7 



>;nc goner cl,- 'how rr.uch prestige 
or statu^s cb ' you • feel you " are 
■accorded by those on caa^pus 
v/ho - J^nov; youV 



40. 



How Gatief4;ed arc you wxth this': 
l^ycl^pt prestige? :/. v - * 



41. .; Hov/' i;tr^:^;:c:fju'l. i!s your, job as 
: 'a corru(\unSty , college faculty 

42. \HQ^y/ • ciearl*y do^^s "^'pur 'collegie" ' 

, . ' , define hov/ rrruch ' tirrie you should 
^ spend oh ' variou's-activitics 

related to your .prof ession 
. ' " (e.:g.qlass,roorn preparation - - 

student con^urtation,etc. )^ \ 

'43. ,Cn yp.ur carr.pus, 'how iXkOortant 
. i is^ iSt tp..havb. the, ''^ight'V . , 
connections in order to see 
. 'your- ide-as translated into 
• ac-t;i6n?- ' ' ^ - . '\ ^ 

■ ■ ■ ;■;/-.-•■••■ ■,■::„■• : v 

•0?. JC3 :SATISFACTIO^^ . ' 

44. ^Rcceiving financial . benefits?. . ^ 

45. Having influence on your ' ; 

' ■ canpus?' : V 



4.3^ 



■5.,? 



-4.5 



3.7, 



4.9'- 



5.2 
.4.0 



•i.S- 

I 

-1.5 
1.3 

' r.7. 

1.9 

' '1.4 
'1.6,, 



40 



■1.9 



1.7 



1.5 
1.7 




^ \mm »P-< ip— 



1. ^''To rndintain an -open ad-missions policy: 



CURRENTLY I§': important . 
SHOuLD BE- important ' 



overall" 



6..3 
5.9: 



2.0 



To encourage and help in/dividual , 
instructors co become more 
ef fee tivii - teachers : ■ - \ 

CURRENTLY IS impo-rtani: 

■SHOULD BE .important 



0.2 



roV).rovide courses that prepare 
cheAscudent .for transfer to. a good 
four-year, college: • , 

CURRENTLY IS • important 

SHOULD be' important 



5.4 



To proyide .programs.- for specific 
occupational \t:raining: 

CURRENTLY' IS iraoortant ' 

SHOULD; BE i'mportaat 



5.8 
6.2 



S* , To assist' adulcs in. completing . their 
high /School education: / . 

V, CURRENTLY IS imoortant 5.2 

^ SHOULD BE important v - ^ . 5.8 



To p roviie " 'che- community with facilities 
and services for cultural and public 
interest programs : ' 

CURRESfTLY IS important 

'SHOULD BE irnDbrcant > 



4.a 

^ . 8 



7. ■ To ..involve-^ students in administrative 
* policy makihg: . 



'GURRE::^TLY i| important ^ * 
'SllOULD,BE imoortant ^' ' 



4.7 



<3. 



To n'.'ain cain a .Iw s cu.dent-f acuity ratio; 

• .• XURREaTLY is iniporcant •■ 

^ ' SHOULD BE.imporCaiit'' * " 

' " '. . ■ ' ' ' 

'9, To act race Ph.D. 's to tho cgllega . * 

* • "faculty : ' , , ' . • \ 

- •CURRE>^TLY IS imDoicant-* . ' 

SHOULD- BE importaat . / 

J. \ ' ' ■ ■ - 

.10, To s.erve as a center for .the ' ... 
: -disseTi-iination of new tideas': • / 

• • CURRENTLY IS iniportan't. 

- „. ' SHOULD BE impor^cant 

11, To main tfain^ high ,,st:aadards for student*' 
a-chlG^Vemant .in comaunity college work: 

;^ . CURRENTLY- IS Important • . " 

■ SHOU^LD. BE important^ ; ' . ' ; 

- ' * " ^" \ ' , ■ ■ / ' ■■ , ■ ■ 

,.12, To pro vi*de programs and. opportunities - 
' , ' that- enable ei:iplGyees to achieye . their 
professional goals: ' 

CURRi:N.TLY IS important, . ^ ■ - 

SllQUtD.BE important ■ . / 

..13, To' Involve faculty- in 'adniinistrative / 
, : yoi^Lcy making: .' 

/CURRENXL'Y, IS imp.ortant " " • 

SHOULD Bj:. imoort ant ' : ^ 

'To -encourage and fascilitate 
interdepartmental cbimunica-tions '. - 

■ CURRENTLY IS important' ' . ; 
'SHOULD -BE importdkt ; : ' : .\ ' ■ ..^ 

is. To enable each student to develop -his ' 
.fullest, ootential: . « 

.. CURRENTLY IS important - 

SHOUIJD :3E inipo;:tant . . > - ' 



— — ^7 — 



•. .5.8- 



3.0 

3.0^ 



,3.8 
■ >.5 



A, 5 
6.0 



•4.2 
5.-5 



.3.8 
5\Q 



3.5 
5.8. 



4,p 
P. 7 




•Overall 



2.0 i.o 



- rv : •■ / : •. • . •■ ■ ■. ■ .. ■ 

^ 16. To provide- £he student with guidance- 
: "bounsciing; . ^' . ■ 

. ' ' CURiy^XXnY" iniportant" • ' _ / 

SH0ULD\3E: iniportent ' • " • 

• 17. ■ 'To" TT.aincain salaries coinpetitive with 

i '.i other educational institution's in the 
■ j ' • Stat-e; * ' ^ ' ■ ' .«s . *' 

^ :" .CURRE5:TLY.IS ii:;pcrrtant 

■ . ;' r SBOULD BE" in;portanf; 

IS. To actively solicit students x/no uight 
; * ^ not .otherwise enroll in a post- 

secondary educational pTogra^:^': 

. CU:^u:NTLY is important ^ /* ■ 

; ■ £HQI?LD 3E it:portant ' 



5.1 
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'6.2 _ 






<? 
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4.5 
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■5.2 
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4.6 
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•5.7 ,, ^ 

■T 











ERIC 



• ■ 



